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•Meltional Longitudinal Study Bigh School class 
1972 



The study shoHS hov data obtained in the national 
Longitudinal Study of the High school class of 1972 has been use^ to 
-ansver ipme -guestions afcout the federal strategy for awarding 
financial aid. The guestions considered are; ' (1) Hhat expectations' 
did the. senior class of 1972 planning to enter postseconda'ry 
education have about hot th^y iiQuld> meet the costs, -and do the 
expectatiohs varf systeaatically with such factors as sex, race, 
faaily incoie, and ability level?;,- (2) Hon realistic were thejse 
expectations, as evidenced by later experience?; (3) Bo^, iias aid >^ 
distributed aaong subgroups of students defined by sex, race,- faaily 
incoae, abilityv. level, a^d type of postseccndaiy institution 
acttended?; (4I Md tir» faaily contribution vary by the cost of the 
institution ofc %j the. aid received?;* (5) To. uhat extent has direct 
f inahci-allaidj-egnalized the net college pric€ to student froa various, 
faaily incoaei'levelst;; and (6) To vhat extent is direct %id related 
to persistence in. postsecondary education over tite? Scae data tables 
and charts ar% included. (HSE) *' 
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Impact 6i Financial Aid on fostsecondary 
Entrance and PerslsteAce 

, ^ ' . ' I. PTOPOSE 'j 

' ■ - ' ' . • 

It Is perhaps belaboring the obvious fo . state that levei f amlly • 

Income Is related to college-going fact borne out sharply by. the data 

from the first follow-up in the National Longitudinal Study, of the High' 

^ School Class of ,1972. ' Figure 1, taken ^rom the 1975 CondUjk>n of Education 
" ' 1/ ' > 

, report- of the National Centfer for Education Statistics, shgws the proportions 

of Individuals in Che various family income categories who entered each of 

three major forms of postsecondary education.: Neither is it. surprisirig 

thfat differences in Qollegfe-golng'as* a function of family Ipcome is most 

obvious where' four-ye)ir institutions (as opposed to two-year or to trade 

and proprietary schools) are concerned. ^ - i 

, Many diverse factors may support 'this phenomenon. Postsecondary . ' * 

education not only requires .payment of all or a portion of its costs by the 

lndlv;idual, and his family, but also involves delayed or modified entry into 

the labor mat;ket and a consequent reduction in Iftmediate income. Aside 

from the matter <]tf being able to afford college, family income is known 

*to be related to such factors as scholastic-ability of children (in turn ; 

related to entry into postsecondary education), expect^ion of parents 

'^^^^ 

that ichllHren will attend college, or to Che realism of aspiring to a ' 
particular vocation for whi^ college is^ a normal means of entry. 

fr^s also belaljoring the obviou* to state that the overrllSing purpose - 
of current JDf f ice of Education programs is to enhance ^educational opportunity 
(or, more specifically, to reduce inequalitiw in education oppoi:tunity) , 
4iid that the principal federal strategy in^pursuit of 'this goal is tp 
provide funds directly and indirectly to students as a function of financial 
,need^ Financial aid, once principally a prize^ for outstanding acadfen^c 
promise,'. has become in principle a potential leveler of ability-to-pay ior 
a college education. . . 
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f National Center for Education Statfsticd. The Condition of Educati 
A Statistical Report on the <Candiltion of American Education, 1975. Washington:;, 
« . tf.S. Government Printing Office,- 1975." . \ \ . ^ , ^ 
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example, of. the total USOE higher educatlpn budget -of $2.5 billion 

• ' I 

in fiscal year 1975, 36.5 percent was invested in non-*returhable grant . ' 

♦ 

. prog2:ams jCBasic Edudationsil Oppotunity Grants J Supplementary Educational * 
Opportunity Grants, and State Student Incentive Grants). Self-help programs 
^(College Work 'Study, National Direct Student Loans, tAie Cooperative E4ucation 
Prograjn, and Guaranteed Student Loans) accounted for an ad4itional 52.3 
percent. , * ^ * ' ^ 

The purpose of this pap^ is -to ^how how. the NLS data, with 'particulars^, 
emphasis on the base year and first foflow-up information,, has been used to ' 
an«%rer some of the^ost obvious qiiestlons relevant to the current federal 
stjat^gy. , These may be summarized as follows: . ^ 

a) What expectations did the high school senior class in 1972 planning 
to enter. postsecondary education (PSE) have as to how they would 
meet the costs? Do these* expectations vary systematically yith such 
factors as sex, race, family income, and ability level? ^ 
.b) How realistic were these expectations, as borne out by later 
experience? 

c) Who received aid? In particular', ho\4 was aid distributed among 

^ subgroups of students defined by sex, race, family income, ability 
l^vel, and type of postsecondary institution attended? , . 

d) Did the dmpunt of money contributed by the family to support the 
^ . individual in PSE vary by the cost of college or the amount of 

aid then received? 
^e) pe fining "net price" as the difference 'between expenses and the 
sum^of family contributions and direct aid: To what ext^t has 
^direct ai^ equalized net*price to students from various family 
income levels? 

f ) To what extent is direct aid related to persistence over time in 
postsecondary education?^ 
B.^ Xid .Expectattons of High Schpol Seniors in 1972 

, Of thos.e high school seniors in the NLS sample planning posts^condaty 
education in 1972 » about two-thirds (65.1 percent) anticipated receiving 
some^orm of student aid; abWt four put of ten (or 40.5 percent) of all 
seniors planning to continue their schooling anticipated federal. aid as all ^ 
or part of thi-s component of their subsequent e<iucational costs. 

Expectation of aid from any source varies markedly as a function of 
family income. Table 1 presents thb proportions of seniors ,of various 
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Table l\ . ■ 

• . - PERCENTAGE OF SENIORS PL^ffllJNG POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION WHO ARE ALSO 
^ PLANNING TO USE FINANCIAL AID, Bt TYPE OF AID AND BY^AMILY INCOME LEVEL: SPRING 197.2 ' 

\ - • , • ~ • ' . . 

— ^ ! f p ! . f 








Family Income' Level 


|. 


• . - — " Source and Type of Aid ' ' 




Less 
than 
$6,000 


to 
$8,999 


9^ , uuu 

to 
$11,000 


^►iZ , 000 

to 

' $14,999 . 


/ and 
over 


reaeraj.. or rion~reaerai Aid 
' \ Non-Federal Aid 




82. 9 
65'. 6 


77.8 


72.6 
61.7 


65.8 
57.6 


. — • 1 

-49.8 ' 
• . 41.9 


^ Federal Aid > 

Federal Scholarships or Grafits 




69.0 
30.2 


53.5 
18.6 ■ 


13.5 


, '36.« 
\ ■ '10.8 


25.9 . . . ' 
6.9 


Federal Loans 




29. Q 


26.7 


22/2 


\ 16.7 


10.4 ' ^ 


College "^JSrk-Study Programs' 




37.3 


28.3. , 


, 24.2 


2\2. 


14.3' 


'Othei: Federal Programs , 




'* 30.4 


16.0 


' 9.3 / 

0 


6.2\ 


' 4.2 
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Total N .jCum^'ighted) 


1252 ; 
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1600 


1250- 
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\ income levels pll^uiing PSE aAi anticipating (1) any aid (2) other partlcuiay ^ 
kinds of aid, Including federal aid alot\$. Note, for example, that vhlle^ 
aboilt seven out oif ten with fjitfly Incomes of JLess than $6,000 per year ' :. 
anticipate federal aid, one out 'of four In the $15,000 and over family 
Income bracket anticipate this particular kind of assistance from this source, 
t Expectations of aid also appeikrs to be a fWictlon iff racial/ethnic . 

*group (which Is surely explained 'pa?llally by differences .In family Income 
among these groups).- The minority 'groups, * for exami^le, are more likely to 
count. In particular, on federal aid than are whites (Table 2). 

♦ 

^ Differences are not so marked saalors ' planning PSE are sorted 

Into three groups (lowest quart lie, middle half, and highest quartile) on a 
measure of general academic ability^ derived fr'(to -scores on four cognitive 
tests administered In the base year (Table 2). For/Ted^ral aid, almost 
five out of ten In the lowest ability quar^lld anticipate federal aid, as | 
do about four out of ten In |fhe highest ability quartile. About ^seven out 
of ten In tjoth the^il^ and low *quartlles anticipate some form of .student 
, assistance. ^ . ^ * ! ' • *^ 

No differences of practical' significance were noted as a function of sex. 
C. ' Fulfillment of Expectations .for Aid * / - • 

One set of anal]^ses conducted by researchers at RTI'has explored the 
proportions of those 1972 high. school seniors antlclp^atlng aid who entered 
a po^^secondary Institution and, upon the first follow-up, reported receiving 
aid In 1972-73. " • ' 

These dati^J^ soi^ewhat confotinded by the fact that various (and some- 
times ovjerlapping) categories of aid ;<^ere Cised to inquire abou9 ^expectations 
and fulfillment. ''^HoweVer, of tboae stati^ an expectation^ of federal ajd, 
38 percent reported federal aid, 29 percent reported non-federal aid, and 
49 percent reported either federal or , non-federal aid, 6r both. 

The data (Table 3) show that females were more likely to fulfill their 
plaiis for aid" than mal^s. Also, blacks and Spanish-Am^riciitis appear more likely 
^haxx whites tq fulfill th^ir plans for -federal a^d, while whites are slightly 
mo^e likely to fulfill plans fdr non-federal aid. The most striking differences 
fulfillment .of aid expectations, however, occur as a function of ability: % 

' 27 - 
— Of six tests administered in the base year, researchers at RTI .after 

factor Analytic study formed- an equally weighted llneai;* composite from the 

vocabulary, rea4i'ng, letter group, and mathematics. tests. 
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Table .2 



•pERCENTAflp OF SENIORS PLANNING 'PpSX^ECONDARY EDUCATION WHO ARE ALSO 
PLANNING TO USE FINANCIAL -AID, BY TYPE OF AID ANd' BY SELECTED . STIJDENT ' SUBPOPULATION GROUPS -SPRING 1972 
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Tech 
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67.5 




Scceczi Ala 


63. 1 


66/1^ 


64.0 


84.9 


« 

63.0 ' 


% 

70.'S 




6^4 


60.1 


69.7 


59.4 ' 


62.9 


Kor -fedwc^l Aid 




55.2 


53.7 


70.4 


52.8 


<. 

56.9 




61.3 


- 49.1 


53.8 « 


4^5 . 6 " 


58.7 


49.2 


Federal Aid ^ 


4C.S 


40.4 


40.7 


' 66.2 


37.4 , 


56.3 


4 


42.1 


37.1 


47.5 


37.5 


41.6 


41.10 




13.x 


IJ.O' 


13.1 ' 


33.0 


10.5 

* 


31" 7 ^ 




11.2 


* 12.2 


19.9 


12.4 


13.2 


n.V 




18. 1 


16.4 


19.8 


35.8 


16.0 


25.0 




21.5 


15.1 


19.6 


14.0 


:s.8 


17,4 


College UocV.-S:iidy 


22.0 


21.3 


22.6 


38.2 


20.0 


32.3 




24. « 


19.1 




18.3 


^23.8 


19. *6 






11.0 


10.5 


18.3 




14.7 




•8.2 


^ 10.1 


18.6 




3.9 


15,9 






4676 
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7488 
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Table 



FULFILLMENT OF FINANCIAL AID PL^S^ 
FOR THE TOTAL, Gr5uP AJID FOR STUDENT SUBGROUPS 



r 

Spurca and* Type ol 4iid 


■app — ^ ^ ^ 

Souffa/Typrf of Aid Rccalved In 1972-73 Acadesl^ Yaai 


Total 


*- Flannttd fot In Sprint 1972 

f 

• 

♦ V . • « 


Fedaral ar, 
Non-Fcdara'l 
Aid 


Mott-Faderal 
Aid 


Federal 
Aid ^ 


N 

(unwelghcad) 




r- ; 


« 




t 








i 




Fedaral or Hon-Ftdrarnl 

. ^ llorf-r«d«rnl ^ • 
'■o#rnjL 4^f4 


4A Q 

* 46.7 
49.^ 


29V2 
33.3 

29.2 


27.9 

• 

38. l* 


6300 . 
- 5201 ; 
' 4033 


SEX: 






/ 




rnd«ral or Hon^Ftdecal 






• 


♦ - V 


• A3a*Ptti«ral Aid 
^ rad«rnl Aid / 


41.8 
• 43.7 
45-2 


26.6, 
30. 7 


24 8 

» ZA.3 , 
32.6 T - 


3117 
\ 2589 

a936r ' 


ftaalnn, 

1 - #■ 

Ftd€ral or* Non-Ftdnrnl ' 


> » 3 
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^ • 1 




Aid ' ' - . 
s Roa*rt4jlV9a^ Aid 


- ' 49.7 


31. S 

* 

35.9 


31.0 

30.4 ^ 


2607 


FMsrai Aid, 


. * 59.5 


33.0 


40.8 \ 


" 2093 


|AC£: 

Black 




• • 


;^ y< 














' - . . * Aid • ^ 

. * ' . IkMi-Ftitral Aid 

% 

Fadnral Aid 


■ 41.6 
43.^ * 
44\3 


19.8 

2a.3 ' ' 
20.2 


35.6 

36.^, 
39.3 


952 
745 


^ . * . *Whit« 








Vndnral or MAfi-'F4<larAl 
Aid 


45.3 ^ 


•30.L • 


J 
26. <L 


4695 




. * 47.1 


34.8 


1%. 0 


3893 


Fcdtral Xid . 


\ 50.3 * 


'30.6 . 


36.4 


2615 


^ * Spaolch-ABCrlcan 








• 


Fadnrai ot Noo-Ftdaral 








1 


Aid 


43.^ 


2a.8 


35.2 ' 


i84' 


^ * ItoDcFadarnl Aid 


45.0 


25|0 


36.3 


224 ^ 


' FadaraX Aid 


47.6 

^ « 


• 25I5 
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39.4 
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Fader al o^ Npn-fedaral 
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'41.3 




97a& 


.llon*Fpdaral Aid ^ 
/ Fadaral Aid • . 


■ • 56:2 
60.6 


45.1 - 
43id»- 


30.^ 
42.3 


139:^ 


^ HN^uM AblUcy 

^ * ~ • Fadaral or Non-Ftdar^ 

Aid . , 

Mon-Fadaral- Ald^*^ 










41.6 


' 23.1 


27.6 


2^11 


42.6 


26.6 


, 26 5 


p 2033 
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» t ' 
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the more able arj^ llkqiyi'to;get\ald, a^flndlng no dqubt. influenced by the 
fact that, th^ ioore dble*are ffioi^e likely to enter PSE.and thus , become .eligible , 
foi^ aid. ' ' ^ v> * % 4, ' *' * 



4 



D, Characteristics' o'f-ftxq' Recipient's 

, ,(j ""^^ T ^""^ 7"^ ' 

AboutT 29 percent of all NLS respondents attendeed f pur-year institutions 

. immediately af tet graduation froti high school, 14 percent attended two-y#4r 

colleges, and another 10 percent eni^o.lle^ In vocational and^ technical schools 

*^ (Peng^^), Of those entering PSEi^ 30^percent , repcJrted .«ceivihg s6me\ki'nd ^ 

; ' of atd (either federfl. ox non-£ederal, or both) (Tab^£ 40, 'and 23 percent 

of those enrolled in; PSE reported' receiving some ^ort bf federal' aid. ^ • 

- • m ' . . • ^ ; , • \ * ' • * ^ 

When students are considered ajpcording to the kinds of PSE :^nstituti<j^n 



in which ,thpy were enrolle^^^jp^her proportions of those in four-^^e^r colleges 
report aid' (27 percent report federal aid, 4^. percent gome t^^e" of *a£d) ' 
than jdo those in vocational/jiechnical tJthoolq (22 perqent federal aid, 31 ^ i 
perqent some^fpe of aid)- or those in two-year colleges-^(16 percent federal 
aid, 27^petcent some type of ai<i). ' • ^ -/-j-. 

% Figure 2 (from the Condition of Education report— ) sljows how the 
proportion^ in the federal aid categories vary by fiopily income. Proj)ox'tibns 
receiving federal^ aid, tend to decrease as family income categories become* 



• progressively higher. This* trend is sharpeY, for federal .aid than^ ^or all ^' . j- 

aid (data not shown here) ; . almost, oi^e of every two students' Srom families 

with reported inches ibelotir^$3, 0^0 report^ receiving^ 'fedejrajL aid, /^as.dcJ less 

than one of ten- in the over $18^00 income J^g^. Thef sharpest trend 

occurs "for feSeral aid recipients in foiir-ye^r institu^tlpns : here, two- - \. 

thirds of those in the ^below $3,0Q(>* Inconte level who are enrolledyin fo»r- 

year institutions report federal aid, while less' than one of ten of tliose . ' 

students 'in the over .$18,000 income category report federal aid. ^ 

• - . ' 5/ ' * " ' - * 

' V ^ w^i*^'^^ 3, drawn ^Iso from th^'^ Condition 'of Education report— , Sihows- the 

trends graphically for federal vs'. non-federal aid. It shoi^p rather ' . 

sharply the divergence, -in the expected dif ec^ion,' betwe^ federal and non- 
federal aid ^ at the loWr income levels/ ^ ' • i ^. 
^ / Of other^^haracteristica-: slightly higher proportion? of females • 
appear from the data to receive aid (Table 5). Minorities a;s[ a group 
r^eport receiving aid mlich more frequently than do whites, no 'matter what 
the type of postsedondary insti^utio;i (Table 6). There is* a 3llght , , ' 

— ^ Peng,^. S\ Some Treads, it| "Entry t9 Higher Education. E!duc^tional 
*Rg«earcher. January 1^77. '* . ' • ..^ * 

4/ • ^ ' , ' ' ' ' ' r ' -* 

Q — *NCES, cit. , , . » . - ' 
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Table 4 

' *' PEkCENTAGE; OF STUDENTS ENROLLED HI 
RECfilviNa^FINANCIAL AID, BY, TYPE OF AID 



P.OStSECONDARY EDUCATION ' - ^ 
^am.TiH OF SCHOOL: 1972-73 



Source and Typ6 of 'Aid 
i.^ . ' i- 



Feideral or Non-Fe<^erai Aid ' 
Non-Federal Aid 
Federal* Aid 

Federal Scholaijships or Grants 
F^detaL^o^rfs 

V 

Cg liege. Work-Study Programs 
Other Federal Programs 



Savings or Earnings 
F^ffiiiy Support 



Total 



. 36.2 
• 22.9 
,22.6 
6.6 
12.6 

' .4.6 
53.8 
59.4 



Type of School 



, • 30.7, • 
11.6' ■ . 



21.9 

V 

■ 3.6 



13.1 
,- 3.0 
' 5. a 

t 

40.3 
,47.2r 



2-Year 
oilege ^ 



27.3' 
.■•15.6 

16.0' 
4.8 
4.5 
6.1 

■ 5.4 

* 

♦54.2 
54.2 



4-Yfear 
College ' 



. ^3.8 

^ * 

30.0 
27.3 
.8.6" 
' 17.3" 



o;4 
3 

59.4 
68.1 



ratal * (unweighted) 
: — £ 



U421 



1559, 



3047 



^128 



10 



(PtfCffttOf 

students). 
100 



1. Ail emo4l«es tn poststcondary tduca(K>n 

Z Prdporlion ol slu0oA(s m voc /tech schoott w«th Federal grants loans 
3; Proportion of f rudents >n 2-year instHultons with Federat grants or loans 
4. PropOfiton o< students la 4-^ear mttituiiM wrtth Federai grants or loans 




1 r 

0 3 
to 
S2.9 



I «* I — I i I i — \ r 

3 6 6 75 9 9 105*12 12 135*15 

to to . 10 10 „ to to ' 

19 7 49 69 1049 119 1349 14 9 

' (Annual family income tn thousands) 
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15 

to 

179 



I I 
16 • 18 
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Figure 2. Participation In Federal Financial Aid Programs, by Type of 
. Institution and Family Income, for High Sctiool Class of '1,972: 
1972-?3. — 
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Sdurce:-- HOIS. The Condition, of Education Report for 1975. Washington: 
U.S. Govemrcnt Printing Office, 1975, p. 94. 



*er|c 



14 



11 



(Pert 




studMlg) 


100« 




90 




80* 




70- 




00- 








50- 
















»- 




s 




10- 




0- 





1. Pro0o<tK)n of ^udtnts in alt tfistKuttooi with Fi^trit grftn^ 

2. Proportion of «ud»na m aU institutionf w(thNont*d«<ai grtr^ 




I*' r 
0 0 

to to 

.74t 8.9 11.9, 1349 14.9 

(Annual firmly tncomc int 



SI 1 — I I ' ' i I . — m-n 

9 10,512 12 13 5 «• ^15 18 18 

^to to to to to Of 

11.9, 13 49 14.9 17^9 moft 




Flgupa-s^ Participation in Federal Versus Non-meral. Financial Aid* 
Programs, by^Family Income, for High Scho61^^1a8s of 1975: 
197Z-73. 



Source: *NCES, The"^ Condition of Education Report for 1975. Waslilngton: 
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PERCENTAGE W 



2- 



STUDENTS .ROLLED . IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION HECEI^NG EACH 
FINANCIAL AID, BY TVPE C)^ SCHOOL AND SEX: 191^-73 ' ^ 



TYtE 




S5urce and Type of Aid ^ 



Total 



Male 



FeAiale 



Voc/Tech ' 



Male 



Female 



2-Year College 



.Male 



Female 



4-Year Coll©^ 



Male Ejemale 




Federal x>x lion-Feder^;K^d. 
Non-Federal Aid 
Federal Ai<f v; 



Federal Scholarships or Gmnts^ 



Federal Loans 
College Work-S 
Other Federal Programs 
Savings or Earnings. ' * 




-Family Support 



^3^9 
21.0 
20^6 
-6.0 

111.4 

4.3 
59.. 7 
55.7 



3&.7 
24.8 



2^.7 

7.3 
13.9 

7.9 

5.0 

47,9. 
63.-3y^, 



27.5 

94l 

•.20.5 
2.6 

. 11.3 
3.> 

"48.4 
38.4 



32.7 
13.3 
22.8 
. A.2 
14.0 
2.9 
4.6 
35.1/ 
^.2 



25.6 
14 ;0 
14.9 
4.3 
3.9 
5.1 
5.8 
61.0 
49:1 



29; 2 
^17.4 
17.2 

5.2 
7.3 
' 5.1 
•46.9 
'59.7. 



41.3 

24.7 
7.8. 
15.7 



6.7 

3 '.7 



64.0 
65.3 



46.6 . 
3^.9 
30.2 
9.6 

19.0 

J • 
10.3 

54r. 

54.3 ' 

70.9 



, To^al N (unweighted) 



"5640 



5758 



610 



948 



» 1567 





.1472 



3116 



3003 



-I 



" " * • 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT^ ENROLLED IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION RECEIVING EACH .TtPE OF 
. ' FINANCIAL AID, BY TYPE OF SCHOOL AND RACE: 1972-73, 



'Sburce and Typ« of«A: 



Federal or Non-Federal Aid^ 
I 

Mbn^Fedei^ Aid m 
re^er^^^d / 
Federal Schoiarshlps or GrantT 




Federal Loans 



College yprk-Study Prograaa 

Other Federal PrograM 

Savings or Earnings 

» * •' * 

Faally Suivoirt . , 



Total/ H tunvelghted) 

/ 



Total 



* . SpaRlsh 

Black Vhita i^rican 



48.7 



22.7 
16.9 

32.a 

45.4 



35.1 
23UI 
20.6 

11.6 
5.7 
4.7 
56.8 
62.1) 



44.2 

23,X^ 
34.9 ^ 
17.2 

10.6 
3.5 
42.2 
41.2 



1003 M44 



398- 



Voc/Tec»V 



Spanish 
Black Uhlte African 



34,2 30.0 


46.3 


5,6 12,4 i 


f 16.9 


28.4 20.9 


y 30,9 


3.1 3.5 


5.0 




28.3 




^ *i0.0 



3.5 / 5.3 
24.0 43.3 
32.9 51.4 



30.b 
29.6 



241 ^1114 



50 



2-Tear College 



Spanish 

Black White « AMrlca^l 

■< — = 





26.5 


32.1 


11.2 


16. 0*" 




29.2 * 


14.4 


^4.5 . 




4.1 


7.7 


8.0 


4.2 


3.5 . 


13^4 




11.6 


8.9 


> 5.4 


* 4.8 ^ 


37.8 


56.3 


46.6 


41.0 


55.6 


46.3 


298 


2196 


170 



4-Year College 



^ ' - Spanish 
Black White < Aaerican 



63.3 

34.3 
54.3 
26.4 
3^.8 
23.9*^ 
4*6^ 



41.7 

29.9 
24.4 
6.3 
15.8 
7.Q 
474- 



36.1 .62:2 
53.4, 70.3 



.651 4679 



67.0 
37.9 
56.8 

36.8 ^ 

32.9 . 

* • * 

16:6 



4r.o 
45.2 



141 



ERIC 



7 



J 9 



• tendency for higher proportions' of students loathe highest ablJLlty qii^rtlle 

to xfeport federal aid thwstudeat« in the middle 'half ^r the lowest quar tiles 

ofUhe ability dlstributlc^i (Tabl^ 7).. ^ : 

E. Iiftpact of Aid on Amount of l^amlly , Contribution to PSE Costs and -to . 
"Net Price" for the Student r In Relation to Level ,of Family Income 

In the pr^vlouSN sections, . ve^ have been concerned with participation 

r^es for students of varlotxs kinds In PSE, with particular attention to , 

characteristics of those receiving aid. While such rates describe* Important 

features of the context In which student aid programs operate, they , reflect- 

aAmultlpllclty of factors beyontf and In' addition to whatever equalizing 

effect the availability of aid has'. For example, the data, reveal that al^ 

goes more fxequeij^tly' tc the lower. Income groups, to the racial mlnori^les-i^^} 

and to students In four-year Institutions; yet^ what Is the residual burdejfe 

'on the student and/or on hl^ family, and what does, this Imply with regard ' * 
ta the equalization of educational opportunity? 

The first follow-u^ questionnaire utilized In the National Longitudinal 
Study asked students in PSE institutions to Report their educational c(5sts, 

^and to account -fx>r^how-the«e coata^eX^_pald^ Jliu^^^ students can he- 
subdiiil46d according to the ^levels of total PSE expenses; and, the amounts 

of aid, family contributions, work' Income and savings, etc. that go to. pay * 

" - ' «i * 

these expenses can be identified. * 

In this section, we shall *focus on 'total costs, family oontributions, 
grant aid; and "net price," which is the difference between total expenses 
and the stim of family cent ribu|: ions and grant aid. .To the extent that net ^ - 
price, is ^equalized r across the range family Inbome lemels, one may assume 
financial "barriers have been equalized. ^ . 

Table 8 shows, for six categories of ^exp^ense level ^ and for students from 

the several family Income gategorles, the mean net price, family contrlbuticm, 

• • * 

grant aid, and total cost. These data compiled by the^ Off ice of Planning, 

'I , • ♦ ^ 

Budgeting, and Evaluation of the Office of Education, show remarkably little 
variation across inoome classes in the actual ne,t prices paid by full-time 
postsecondary students for most of the different? expense levels. This is an 
Important finding glv^n the wallablllty of aid axid the diversity of 
dl^tributlo|i, metho4s. used for these programs. For example, of the federal 
student grant programs, only the Basic Grant Program distributes aid directly 
te the student on the basis of need alone. Other programs such ^s Supplemental 
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Table 7 



*1»ERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS "•ENROLLED IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
RECEIVING SACK TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID, BY ABILITY AND RACE: 1972-73 



Soured and T]^pe of Aid 



High Ability 



Spanish- 
Black White American 



Medium Ability 



Spanish- 
Black White American 



Low Ability 



^ Spanish- 
Black White American 



Fedf ral ot "Non-Fefleral 
V Aid 

Hon-Federal Aid 
' Federal Aid , ^ 

. Federal Scholarships 

. or Graitts 
w 

Federal Loans 

A College WorM-Stud'y 
Programs 

_Other ^federal Progr ams 
' Savings or Earnings 
Family Support ^ 

» _ 
. total N (vnwei-ght^d) 



50.0 

31.6 
43.. 4 

14.1 
34.2 



.42.1 

31.8 
23.1 

6.4 
14.5 



59.3 

36.7 
38.7 

24,7 
29.8 



14.9 ■ 


7.0 


26. 


2i.l' 


5.0 


. 7.9 


. 5.9^ ' 


3.9 


5.7 ' 


5^ 




^3^ 


56.0 - 




64.4 


69.4 


• 41.0 


55.5 


45.4 


62.1 


69.8 


55.4 • 


.53.1 


60.2 


54.8 


55. 


2835 . 


22 


325 , 


2913 


127 



57.8 

29.1 
f 49.4 

31.4 



30.8 

^17.0 
19.0 

4.3 
10.1 



47.2 
26.5 
36.1 

19.1 
18.5 



40.4 

» 

13.2. 
34.4 

15.7 
.17.4 

12.9 
4^ 
30.9 
39.3 

486 



23.2 
9.4' 
15.8 

3'.S 
■ 6.2 

3.8 

40.3 
' 44.2 



39.5 
18.6 
32.8 

12/. 0 
14.0 

12.4 

„ 3^1 
36.4- 
33.5 



652 



150 



ERIC 
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Table 8 ^ . - 

DISTRIBUTION OP 1972 HI(M SCHOOL SENIORS IN STUDX ACTIVITIES 
IN OCTOBER 1973 BY FAMILY INCOME OND TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EiffEJlSfe 



TM*1 Cast* 



a) (2) 

0-2^ ).wo-s.m 



o> (*) ' («) CT) (4) CI) ao) 

«.oo^7.4f« 7,soo-i»m f.ooo-io.m io.5oo.ii,m o-ii.w ii.ooo-n.itt u.soe-u.m is.ooA.ir.f 



<U) (12) (U) ' 

11,000 or Mrt 12.000 or aort 1[ot*;i 



frlc« 201 
C^irt^ltM SIS 
' "^rftKt* lis 
C«l Cott 1.154 



20« 

M77 




l9Ul estt 2,24S 

f:,?o:-i.co3 



{•iss 



4^ 

249 
1,754 



' 824 

472 
2,2«0 



210 
W5 
50 
1,144 



500 

1.044 
142 
1»794 



1.044 
2.254 



2A2 
•!» 
51 
1.191 



554 
1,0I2 

154 
1.775 



1^244 
277 
2.?50 



Ut frie* . 411 
Hi^^ C'MrltttttM 112 

t«t«l ^Mt I.C44 

lERiC " 



701 
M 
•404 
2.l4f 



4|« 

1,109 
427 
2^227 



44) 

l.OH 
400 
2,179 



709 
1,1H 

544 
2.215 



112 

9>I 
47 
1,1I3 



419 
1,192 

144 
a, 799 



750 
1,214 

525 
2.271 



rrlct 990 
C^urSKttM ^ 744 
Cr«:tCt 1,012 
Tst*: €«tt 2.791 


954 
a. 047 

757 
2.740 


l,ft>0 

\.m 

I 451 
2,741 


445 

1,30) 
544 
2,75) 


925* 

1.320 

f^n 

2,744 ' 


974 

1,413 
394 
2,791 


• met ' 1.U2 
C«esrl%Mt«« 419 
Cf«ctt 1,474 

^ 7«Ul CMt 5,44) 

44.C'*J'9.f<fi 


1.1C4 
745 
1,544 
),450 


1.144 

t»)44 
944 
3,451 


1,429 
1,204 
' 4)2 
),444 


1,351 
1,442 
435 
3,449 


1,147 
l.TOi 
544 
)«443 


ntt »rlct 1,794 
Ctatri^tiM 1,2)1 
':m.c9 :,014 
%«Ul CMt 5.0)4 


2.010 
1,242 
2.1^ 
5,)47 


i,»yj 
2,2n 

1,€;94 
5,1H 


i,4«r- 

1.744 
1,4)1 
4.445 


1,913 
1,477 
1.744 
5,155 


1.794 
1.475 
^52 
4,424 















445 
1.257 

290 
2,193 



193 
913 
43 

i.i7i 



510 
947 
241 
1,742 



774 

1,041 
435 
2.254 



957 
1.204 

UK 
2,747 



1,231 
1,277 
944 
3.457 



1.413 
i,443 

1.543 
i.040 



4^6 
1,044 

429 
2.192 



154 
1,020 
29 
1.205 



495 

1..30 
IA4 
1,774 



1,371 
210 
2,247 



404 

1,547 
407 
2,783 



1,150 
1,709 
440 
3.499 



1,424 
2.334 
1.044 
4,429 



408 
1.344 

277 
2,231 




SlttUMl bMgtfii4tMt iimr iciMol Omo %i 1972, 



24 



17 ' ^ ; . 

Grants (SEOG) are awarded, through the Instltutloh or, like the Veterans 
Educational Beaeflts, are awarded directly to the student on a non-nea# 
ba^sls. Furthermore, those states which have graiit programs and those ^ " - 
private -agencies' Which award grant's^ use a*varlety pfldlstrlbution methods, 
some 'of which aje only lonely related In need. ' * ' , * . 
. ^ This i;elatlve equality Is especially apparent up., to an annual family 
±©come level of ^512,000. , (Most pf flee of Education spofisored -^ald Is^ targeted 
on^students at this family iQcpme level or below). Although this relatlye 
equality Is somewhat more apparent^^t_t hc lower rhan af ^tlie^ h%h^r ^yp^s^ 



--'l^vels^'TtTsncmethere^s tr^ue tHat out of 36 Indome/expense categorels 
covered only three or four appear to 4>e significantly different from thd 
mean foj the parficjilar cost level and the less- than-$12, 000- Income group. 
This can be s^en by comparing the net jjrlcea paid by students In a particular 
income/expense category (Columns 1-6) fto^ th^^r weighted means (Column 7).-^ 

Remembering that net price equals, expenses minus the sum of family * 
contributions and grant aid, the reason for the consistency of net-price^ * 
Is obvious — family contributions are directly related to family Income ' 
and grant aid Is lnvet;sely related Co Income. These relations generally 
.hold for all expense levels. . ' ^ 

While nec^ prices^ tend to be equalized, ,glve^-equal efxpenses for 
students from families in the less-than-$12,000 income groi»^, there -are still 
substantial differences between the lower .(less- than- $12, OOOX and higher 
($12,O0O-dr-greater) Income groups. These differences can be easily 
observed by comparing the net prices In Column 7 \d.th those in Column .12. 

can be seen, the cllfferences are substantial at the higher expense levials. 
The decline in net^ price that occurs within the $12 ,000-or-^reater income- 
level (averting 22 percent) and between the less- than-$12, 000 and the 
$l2,000-or-greater income level (averaging 41 percent) is principally a 
result of the fact that the rise in family contribution with income is 
not qffset by a Corresponding rise in grant ai^ at the lower income levels ^ 

It can also be seep from Tgble ^ that family preferences are also at 
.wotk. Given the same Icome levej|,s it is noted that the family contribution 
increases as stu4ents attend higher cost Institutions. While not Identified 
as such, .students in institutions beyond the $2,000 to $2,500 ^ost range, by 



V > 

-r The same General results, occurred when the analysis was repeated usl^g 
the UCLA/ClS^ Survey of. Freshmen for the Fall of 1975. This information will 
be available in fh'e FY 1976 Annu^ EvaJ^ation Report of the Office of 
Edtication. ' i 



and large, attend private institutions. . Within* the income groups, stu'dents 

attendirfg 'higher cost institutions have higher family coAtf ibutionfi, as well* 

# 

-•^s increased grant levels, the total of t/hich was not great enough to offset , 
the increase in total costs. Thus t^itiet price students ended up having to « 
pay increased as total co^ts rose. Clearly, both student and family placed , 
a highe'r value on the educational offerings of these institutions' and were 
wtlling to sacrifice past, current, or future expenditures to meet these 
increased coaft^l This trend va3 consistent bver all income groups. However, 

_^s^enrollmetit data dndicate,- sihaAer relative numbers of students and/or families 
have been able to mee^ the costs of private Mucation in recent years. - 

Thus, I in splt;^ of • the fact that substantial differences persist between 
net prices at higher and lower family income levels and among higher^ aik . . 
lower cost institutions-, it is nonetheless apparent from these data that 
grant aid programs avail^le for the 1973-74 academic year have been reasonably 
successful in equalizing net price fo -students currently enrolled regardle^ 
of income up fa the income level of $12,000 in schools of similar costs. It " 
is also true that grants (and the family contribution) are a function of costs. *^ 
as they increase with student costs although decreasing with income. 

^ It should again be pointed out that these data are for young people 
who actually chose to) enter postsecondary education. Therefore, we cannqtl 

.say with any degree of certainty th4t the net prices faced by all potential * 
postsecondary education entr^KjfS were ^as close to"being equalized as these 
data suggest. Those who choose not to attend may have^sfe decided because 
they >f ound net prices^markedly higher than those .who decided to attend. 

The data in Table 8 on the consistency of net price across income 
categories also suggest that factors other than financial constraints . ^ * 

contribute Jio differences in postsecondary participation rates among income 
classes. Thus, giv^n the aid progirams subsequently available in FY 1975 
and FY 197$ to most lower income students, it seems 'clear that the problem 
of accessing postsecondary education nay not^be purely flnancia(l, and in* 
Y^act |ux argument can be made that non-ftnanclal barriers may be more important. 
What the problem is (if, indeed, there is a problem) *ls a matter of debate. 
F. The Relationship of Direct Aid to Persistenc e In PSE 

A qpestion of major importance is: to what extent do students receiving 
direct aid withdraw, compared to those without aid? Peng and Fetters, in a 
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' m "^^^ 7/ ' 

* companion paper with this one,— Included presence or absence of scholarships 



and/or loans in their^study of persislers vs. withdrawers in two- and four- 
year colleges-, as jevtaeoced" by the reports of activity of-NLS respondents 
in the fall o£.1974 who were in these 'kinds of institutJaKs' in the fall of 
1972. After 1:o^t rolling for other factors such as. ability levels^and rac6, 
they cdnclude'^thaE "the relationships between . financial aid an4 wi^hdi^wkl 
were almost neglible; financial aid r^ipients, even those who were scholarship 
^^ecipients, wer^ not ^ore pWsfstent tBaa'nojx-tecipients." 
G. Needs for Furthet Study ^ 

The descriptive analyses presented .here only *klm the surf Aca for useful 
analyses with the NLS data 'base on' the effect, of aid on PSE entry and persistence. 
• The data show that forv enrolled, students the consuming of aid is inversely ^ 
relat(Bd to level of family income; and that an impact of aid is yie equalization 
of * net price through progressively, higher family contributions aiid progressively 
lower amounts of aid as family income increases-. Of particular importance 
yet is the question aa to the effect of the availability of ai4, or the > 
ampiint of aid potentially available, in the initial decision to gq or not 
to ^o to college, or .to open choice to Schools outside a particular cost 
- ^ or net price range. ♦ 

4n ^losing note* should be taken of two rgtfier extensive' stuHles involving v 
. jNLS data noWcUndexwajf . One is b%lng conducted by Stephen P. Dresch, of the 
^ irfstltute for Demoyaphic .and Economic Studies in New Haven, Connecticut, . 
^hat is» concerned with the consequences of 'labor market conditions and ^ • 

financial aid availabil,^t>^for educational*decisions of young people. Anoth^,'' ^ 
by Gregory A; Jackson, of the Harvard^ Graduate School of Education, -atCMpts 
tQ estimate how Federal student' ^d progr3Kis niight hav^e affected colleg// 
•enrol^edt*. Both efforts have been in part fuadecKby the Office of Education. 
In boih Instances study results are expected to be available hy mid-year (1977)^ 
^. ^Finally: we should note that the data .presented In this paper provide" 
est^tW 6^ thos^ hi^h school seniors coming available for entry ,iato PSE 
in th^*}Lll'of* 1972, a very particular point in tinie w^th/tegard to aid ' 
available- as^ well ^as to employment dfflons or pfercjaptlpns, of the .value of a 
co^ege education (which may chepge ^ar time)'. The -replication of the 
4ILS, an active prfbifity of the National Center* for Education Statistics, 
)^^bould provide more (lefinitive data in this regai^d. ' ^ 

ff] — \ ^ — T ' . ' X - ♦ 

- Fenf[f&. S.., and F^etters, W. B. ' College Student 'Withdrawal A* 
Motlvati<in#l Problem. AERA' Paper, 1977.. ^ ^ ; - . . 
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